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Two paradigms
Commenting on the way in which globalization processes are currently represented,
Immanuel Wallerstein cautions:
"If we look at globalization and terrorism as phenomena that are defined in limited time and scope, we tend to arrive at conclusions that are as ephemeral as the newspapers. By and large, we are not then able to understand the meaning of these phenomena, their origins, their trajectory, and most importantly where they fit in the larger scheme of things." (Wallerstein 2004: ix) Part of the problem, Wallerstein adds, is "that we have studied these phenomena in separate boxes to which we have given special names": the social sciences as currently constituted. He thus outlines the challenge of coming to terms with contemporary globalization processes: to understand them by means of theoretical frames that transcend the currently established ones.
This means that we all have to move to more holistic objects of analysis, and that we continually have to critically re-examine the conceptual and methodological toolkits we use.
The current wave of globalization is best understood as a development within globalization. The fact that we now use the term 'globalization' to describe the current developments should not trick us into believing that what we observe is fundamentally new.
We just have a better word for it -a word that triggers a range of metaphors and images of intensified flows and movements across space and time, of people, goods, messages, objects.
These flows have been there for quite a while; we are now in a position to examine them more accurately. 1 The advent of the internet has given many of us a sense that we live in an age of 3 revolutionary change. It is good to remember that the development of the telegraph, telephone, radio and television caused the same buzz among contemporary observers. And what to think of the development, centuries earlier, of book printing? 2 These earlier developments, too, had an impact on the way in which people used and circulated language, and on the way in which language varieties penetrated societies. Only, contemporary observers sought to understand linguistic phenomena very much with reference to language, not to society, and very much from within a frame in which the temporal and spatial conditions of occurrence of language were seen as accidental and not very important. The descriptive and comparative tradition of the late 19 th and early 20 th century was an 'artefactual' tradition, in which languages were connected to timeless peoples, who were topographically plotted on a particular area of distribution (Irvine 2001; Blommaert 2006) .
When time was concerned, linguistics tended to use genealogical models; when space was concerned, it tended to use horizontal models of space, expressed in stock metaphors such as 'spread' or 'distribution' of languages or of linguistic features.
Modern sociolinguistics drew this artefactualised image of language into real time and space. Studies of language variation focused strongly on diffusion -the spread of linguistic variables over a horizontal space, as in the work of Trudgill, Labov and others (see Britain & Cheshire (2003) . The conceptual development of space and time in such studies is superficial:
there is attention for generational transmission (time) and distribution of variables in one locality or across localities such as cities, regions or countries (space). Labov's famous studies of New York City (1966) and of Martha's Vineyard (Labov 1972) are classics in this trend.
Contact linguistics, in the meantime, focused on the sociolinguistic and linguistic patterns resulting from migration (Clyne 2003) , and patterns of multilingualism resulting from migrations also drew the attention of scholars (Extra & Verhoeven 1998) . One widespread problem with such studies is that the people whose language repertoires are studied, even if 4 they are migrants, are 'fixed', so to speak, in space and time. The phenomenology of migration and diaspora became an object of theoretical elaboration in cultural studies, sociology and anthropology and surely in the context of recent globalization processes, notions such as transcultural flows, transidiomaticity and deterritorialisation made their way into mainstream social science (Appadurai 1996 ; see also Jacquemet 2005) . We now see that the mobility of people also involves the mobility of linguistic and sociolinguistic resources, that 'sedentary' patterns of language use are complemented by 'translocal' forms of language use, and that the combination of both often accounts for unexpected sociolinguistic effects.
The possibility of frequent electronic contact with the country of origin, for instance, can generate new forms of language innovation (and thus contribute to language maintenance) in diasporic communities (REF); small and marginal languages can, in the context of tourism, acquire new and unexpected forms of prestige (Heller 2003) ; popular culture such as Hip Hop or Reggae can be a vehicle for the worldwide dissemination of particular language forms (Pennycook 2007) , including new forms of literacy and message design (Kress and van Leeuwen 1996) . All of these dimensions of mobility still collapse in concrete spaces where actual people live and interact with one another; the structure of people's repertoires and the patterns of multilingual language use, however, become less predictable and significantly more complex (Blommaert, Collins & Slembrouck 2005a , 2005b Collins 2007) .
The upshot of these developments is that we see two paradigms develop, one established and one emerging. The established paradigm is the sociolinguistics of distribution as sketched above, in which movement of language resources is seen as movement in a horizontal and stable space; within such spaces, vertical stratification can occur along lines of class, gender, age, social status etc. The object of study, however, remains a 'snapshot', in which things are in place, so to speak. The second paradigm can be called a sociolinguistics of mobility, and it focuses not on language-in-place but on language-in-motion, with various 5 spatiotemporal frames interacting with one another. Such spatiotemporal frames have been described as 'scales', and the assumption is that in an age of globalization, language patterns must be understood as patterns that are organized on different, layered scale-levels (Blommaert , 2007 Collins 2007 Gumperz' work (e.g. 1982) , this is rarely inconsequential. Let us now turn to such patterns of mobility.
Globalization, super-diversity and multilingualism
Super-diversity
As mentioned above, the current globalization processes are best seen as part of longer, wider and deeper globalization processes, in which they represent a particular stage of development.
That development is real, however, and especially the changes in economic and technological infrastructure have affected whatever we currently understand by mobility. Migration was long seen as people emigrating and immigrating -that is, a change in the spatial organization Super-diversity poses descriptive as well as theoretical challenges. Descriptively, these globalised neighbourhoods appear chaotic, and common assumptions about the national, regional, ethnic, cultural or linguistic status of the inhabitants often prove to be useless. The presuppositions of common integration policies -that immigrants were known, and that they would have a shared language and culture -can no longer be upheld. In addition, the telephone shops show that even if new migrants reside in one particular place, they are capable of maintaining intensive contacts with networks elsewhere, including often their countries of origin. A burgeoning network of satellite and internet providers also allows them to follow (and be involved in) events in their country of origin, and to consume its media and cultural products. Their spatial organisation, consequently, is local as well as translocal, real as well as virtual -and all of this has effects on the structure and development of language repertoires and patterns of language use. Theoretically, this stretches the limits of existing frameworks for analysing and understanding multilingualism and the dynamics of language change. We can illustrate the complexity of these phenomena and theoretical issues by looking at a globalised neighbourhood in Berchem, Antwerp.
Multilingual repertoires and super-diversity
The repertoires of new migrants often appear to be 'truncated' (Blommaert, Collins & 
Stratified distribution
If we now try to summarize some of the elements discussed so far, we see that a sociolinguistic analysis of such globalization phenomena cannot proceed on the basis of common notions of distribution. First, what is distributed is not easily defined, for we are 13 never just talking about languages, but always about highly specific language resources (the 'little bits' of language we referred to earlier). Second, how these resources are distributed also requires a lexicon and imagery of considerable complexity, for there is no 'flat' distribution, no juxtaposition of particular resources. We see a range of densely layered, X. {laughing voice} *only* good in the morning; no one comes in the afternoon {still making efforts at mimicking Beijing accent}.
R. the morning business is good enough. Have you put the shrimp one in (the bag)? 10 X. {nod with smile} that's a good one -we brought the shrimps from our home town.
R. seriously?! Where is it?
X. {proud, smile} they are shrimps from the Yangtze river…good shrimps {his voice is noticeably higher and faster, and with clearer southern accent} …{conversations about how they brought the shrimps from that far away place} 15 R. you speak good Putonghua, did you learn that from school?
X. *just so-so*. Some X. we learnt (Putonghua in school) but also talk in our own dialect.
R. then how comes your Putonghua is so good {smile}?
X. I… I was here before {switch to his Beijing accent with a higher, dragging and jolly replaced by a local identity, and he expresses a sense of belonging in and entitlement to a place in an engaged and enthusiastic style. He is from an earlier generation of migrants and in contrast with newer immigrants, he is a local man.
The shifts in accents thus come in a package in which topic and role or identity correlate with accent and style. And orientations to space shoot through these packages. In the first unit, the space is neutral: it is a commercial transactional space in which R and X have clear roles. In the second unit, the space is that of the South versus Beijing, or the periphery versus the centre, and in the third unit the space is the particular area in Beijing. Spatial orientations frame the interaction, and shifts in such orientations again correlate with the other shifts we already mentioned. Let us try to summarize these packaged shifts in X's speech in a The shifts we have seen in the example above are microscopic; they are shifts within one language, shifts in accents that are often only perceivable and distinct to insiders. Their distribution and correlation with other discourse features -topic, style, identity -however, and the correlation we see with particular spatial orientations, show that they provide rich indexical meanings to such insiders, who pick up the shifts and project meanings onto them.
In the context of migration, accents -always a plural phenomenon -become very much part of the speech repertoires of people, and they reflect the spatial and social mobility that is a central feature of the experience of migration. 7 They also become part of indexical repertoires, as accents 'give off' rich meanings about who one is and how one talks. Accents betray life trajectories and in a real social world, where people have mental maps and images of reality, such trajectories are meaningful: spaces are never neutral, as we said earlier, they are always someone's space and always contain orders of indexicality that provide frames for inferring social meanings. X's attempted Beijing accent, consequently, has a very different indexical value in Beijing than in his home town in the South. In both places, the accent produces different images of identity, different interactional orders and different effects on interlocutors. Indexical judgments are primarily local, and when indexical elements move through space, they change value and meaning.
In the context of globalization, consequently, and perhaps paradoxically, analytic attention should go to micro-variation. Increased mobility of people means increased mobility across markets of accents and speech varieties. And what works well in one place can backfire elsewhere. This, no doubt, has implications for the study of language contact. Often, what comes into contact is not languages but regionally (and hence socially, culturally, politically) marked varieties. As we have seen in the example above, the result of such contacts is a layered, multi-accented repertoire that can be mobilised by speakers to produce particular meanings, but can also be mobilised by their interlocutors to ascribe particular meanings to them. If we go back to our Nigerian woman for a moment: the heavily accented variety of vernacular Dutch she masters can, for her, be an index of successful integration into the host society; for the schoolteacher, however, or for the welfare worker or local politician, that same accent can index a lack of integration, even a resistance to integration -exactly the opposite.
Conclusion: the unfinished story
The study of language and space requires a new conceptual apparatus and vocabulary, one in which mobility is central and in which effects of mobility on repertoires and interactional practices can be addressed in their full complexity. Language is traditionally seen as something that anchors people in a local context: it is described as something that belongs to a particular environment, is locked into local meanings and interactional dynamics. This insight is too important to be dismissed, and research on it has yielded important results. But it is a partial view, for language is also something translocal, it moves along with people across space and time, and it is being deployed locally in ways that reveal the translocal histories of the speaker's resources. Language is not just a tool for the construction of locality, it is also a tool for mobility.
This assumption moves several theoretical issues to the forefront. The effect on concepts such as 'speech community' should be evident (Rampton 1998) : in a context of mobility, the connection between a speech community and a set of established, and shared, forms of knowledge of languages and language norms must be questioned. The one who speaks may belong to the same speech community than the one who listens, but only temporarily and without the shared understandings that we assume with members of a speech community, traditionally defined. This, then, locks into another issue: we need to have a 20 closer look at the dialogical nature of social interactions as foundations for sociolinguistic research. When common ground between interlocutors can no longer be taken for granted, it is the interactional dynamics and the uptake of each other's words that will inform us about the sociolinguistic contexts of interactions. A fully developed interactional sociolinguistics is therefore something of a priority.
Another issue that awaits focused attention is that of function. Hymes (1996) already warned against the lack of theoretical concern for language functions, observing that the same language form may (and does) have very different functions, depending on where, how and why it is used, and how it fits into speakers' repertoires. This functional relativity is of crucial importance for understanding processes of mobility and language (Blommaert 2003 examining this is a critical task for a sociolinguistics of mobility. All of this, and much more, will be on the agenda of the current and future generations of scholars. We have only begun to spot the challenges, and some we have been able to identify. But the story is, as yet, very much unfinished.
Notes
1. In the opening chapter of his Age of Empire, Eric Hobsbawm asks how the world of the 1880s could be compared with that of the 1790s; his answer is: "[i]n the first place, it was now genuinely global" (Hobsbawm 1987: 13) . In effect, the 19 th century was the era of globalization, and Hobsbawm actually uses the term globalization for the processes of capitalist expansion in the 19 th century (1987: 14n). 
